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Before the 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Washington, D.C. 20554 

In the Matter of SBC Michigan's 1 
Request for Limited Modification of ) 
LATA Boundaries to Provide ELCS 1 
Between the Portland Exchange and ) 
the Fowler-Pewamo Exchange in Michigan ) 

APPLICATION OF SBC MICHIGAN 

Pursuant to Section 3(25) of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended', the 

Commission's Memorandum Opinion and Order (MO&O), released July 15, 1997 in CC Docket 

No. 96-159', and the Commission's Order on Review, 17 FCC Rcd 16952 (2OO2)', SBC 

Michigan4 applies for a limited modification of LATA boundaries to provide ELCS between the 

Portland exchange and the Fowler-Pewamo exchange. 

v 

SBC Michigan submits the following information: 

Y 

~~ 

47 U.S.C. 9 153(25) 

Petitions for Limited Modification of LATA Boundaries to Provide Expanded Local 
Calling Service at Various Locations, CC Docket No. 96-159, released July 15,1997. 

Application for Review of Petition far Modification of LATA Boundaty. 

Michigan Bell Telephone Company d/b/a SBC Michigan, a Michigan corporation, is a 
wholly owned subsidiary of Amentech Corporation, which owns the former Bell 
operating companies in the states of Michigan, Illinois, Wisconsin, Indiana, and Ohio. 
Amentech Corporation is a wholly owned subsidiary of SBC Communications, Inc. 
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1. 

message-rate residence’ and message-rate business. 

Type of Service: Non-optional Expanded Local Calling Service (ELCS), flat-rate or 
W 

2. Direction of service: Two-way. 

3. 

exchange in the Saginaw LATA. 

Exchanees involved: Portland exchange in the Lansing LATA and Fowler-Pewamo 

4. 

exchange of Venzon. 

Name of camers: The Portland exchange of SBC Michigan and the Fowler-Pewamo 

5. 

Public Service Commission is attached hereto as Attachment A6. 

State Commission auuroval: The February 5, 2001 Opinion and Order of the Michigan 

6. 

following number of access lines’: 

Number of access lines or customers: As of the dates shown, the exchanges served the 

+ 

Portland: 3,624 

Fowler-Pewamo: 1,583 

7. Usane data: No usage data is available. SBC Michigan does not currently carry traffic 

across LATA boundaries. 

Depending on the local calling plan selected by a customer, per message charges may be 
applied for all local (including ELCS) calls after a maximum monthly call allowance. 

In the matter, on the Commission’s own motion, ofthe implementation ofamendments to 
the Michigan Telecommunications Act, MPSC Case No. U-12515, In the matter. on the 
Commission’s own motion of the implementation of the local calling area provisions of 
the Michigan Telecommunications Act, MPSC Case No. U-12528. 
Access lines shown are those reported by the incumbent local exchange canier as of 
March, 2003 for SBC Michigan and April, 2003 for Venzon, and do not include lines 
served by competing local exchange caniers. 
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8. 

9. 

Poll Results: No polls were conducted. 

Community of interest statement: None 

W 

10. MA: A map depicting the affected exchanges is attached as Attachment B. 

11. ELCS was ordered by the Michigan Public Service 

Commission pursuant to Section 304(1 I )  of the Michigan Telecommunications Act, MCL 

484.2304(1 I),  added by 2000 PA 295. Section 304(11) provides, 

Other oertinent information: 

A call made to a local calling area adjacent to the caller's local calling area shall 
be considered a local call and billed as a local call. 

At page 9 of its Opinion and Order, the Michigan Public Service Commission stated, 12. 

W 

The Commission finds that generally, LATA boundaries should not pose a limit 
on the requirements of Section 304(11). However, the Commission notes that 
presently Ameritech Michigan is not permitted to transport calls across LATA 
boundaries. The Commission finds that Ameritech Michigan should use its best 
efforts to obtain a limited waiver of that restriction fiom the Federal 
Communications Commission to the extent a waiver is necessary for full 
implementation of Section 304(11) consistent with this Order. 

13. 

Section 304(11) if: 

Under MCL 484.2304(10), local exchange camers are exempt from the requirements of 

(a) The provider provides basic local exchange service or basic local 
exchange and toll service to less than 250,000 end-users in this state. 

(b) The provider offers to end-users single-party basic local exchange service, 
tone dialing, toll access service, including end-user common line services and 
dialing panty at a total price of no higher than the amount charged as of May 1, 
2000. 

(c) The provider provides dialing parity access to operator, 
telecommunication relay, and emergency services to all basic local exchange end- 
users. 
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Thus, ELCS will be either one-way or two-way depending on whether the carrier (either ILEC or 

CLEC) serving the customer in the originating local exchange meets the exemption criteria under 

MCL 484.2304(10) or, even if exempt, chooses to voluntarily provide ELCS. 

W 

14. On May 29, 2001, SBC Michigan’ filed 57 petitions’ at the Federal Communications 

Commission (“Commission”) to provide ELCS between various exchanges in Michigan as 

required by Michigan law and the Michigan Public Service Commission’s order. 

15. On April 29, 2003, the Commission issued a Memorandum Opinion and Order 

(“MO&O)” in NSD-L-01-151 consolidating the petitions as a single petition and granting the 

petition.” The Commission found, inter alia, that the petition satisfied its two-part test that the 

proposed modification would provide a significant public benefit and will not have a negative 

effect on a BOC’s incentive to fulfill its section 271 obligations. 

16. Following the issuance of the MO&O, SBC Michigan determined the route which is the 

subject of this petition is between exchanges which are “adjacent,” and therefore subject to the 

Michigan legislation and the Order of the Michigan Commission. 

W 

8 Then known as “Ameritech Michigan.” 

On October 8, 2001, SBC Michigan withdrew applications for two routes that were 
erroneously included in its applications. 

I n  rhe Matter of Ameritech Petitions for Limited ModiJication ofLATA Boundaries to 
Provide Expanded Local Calling Service (ELCSJ, NSD-L-01-15 1. 

On May 29, 2003, SBC Michigan advised the Commission pursuant to Rule 1.65 of the 
Commission’s Rules, 47 C.F.R. 5 1.65, that the petition for ELCS between Mackinaw 
City and St. Ignace was erroneously included and should have been withdrawn at the 
time SBC Michigan withdrew its applications for Mackinaw Island and Cheboygan, and 
Mackinaw Island and Mackinaw City. The Mackinaw City and St. Ignace exchanges are 
separated by a body of water, and thus not “adjacent” under the Michigan Commission’s 
order or the Michigan legislation. 
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For the foregoing reasons, SBC Michigan respectfully requests the Wireline Competition 

Bureau to enter an Order approving its application for a limited modification of LATA 

boundaries to provide ELCS between the Portland exchange and the Fowler-Pewamo exchange. 

v 

Respectfully submitted, 

SBC MICHIGAN 

Craig A. Anderson 
444 Michigan Avenue, Room 1750 
Detroit, Michigan 48226 

and 

DICKINSON WRIGHT PLLC 

(313) 223-8033 

William J. Champion In (P31934) 
Attorneys for SBC Michigan 
101 North Main Street, Suite 535 
Ann Arbor, Michigan 48014 
(734) 623-1660 

June 20,2003 
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S T A T E  O F  M I C H I G A N  . 
BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUEUC SERVICE COMMISSION 

* *.* * * 

In the matter, on the Commission’s own motion, ) . 
of the implementation of amendments to the 1 
Michigan Telecommunications Act. 1 

) 
1 

’ In the matter, on the Commission’s own motion, ) 
of the implementation of the local calling area 1 
provisions of the amended Michigan Telecom- 
munications Act. ) 

1 

Case No. U-12515 

. ,  . Case No. U-12528 d- 

At the February 5,2001 meeting of the Michigan Public Service Commission in Lahsing, 

Michigan. 

PRESENT: HOD. Laura Chappelle, Chairman 
Hon. David A. Svanda, Commissioner 
Hon. Robat B. Nelson, Commissioner 

QPIMON AND ORDER 

I. 

STQRY OFP OCEEDINa 

On July 6,2000, the Commission issued an order in Case No. U-12515 quest ing intensted 

parties to comment on Section 304(11) of the Michigan Telecommunications Act (the Act), 

MU484.2304(11); MSA 22.1469(304)(11), as amended by2OOOPA295, whichprovides: “A ’ 

call made to a local calling arca adjacent to the caller’s local calling area shall be considered a . 

local call and shall be billed as a local call.” h e  July 6 order included a list of relevant questions 

that might be. addressed by interested parties. 



.- I 

. .  
i 

By July 13,2000, the Commission had received cordments from &&tech Michigan, AT&T 

Communications of Michigan, Inc. (AT&T), Attorney General Jennifer M. Granholm (Attorney 

General), Climax Telephone Company (Climax), Coast to Coast Telecommunications, hc .  (Coast i 

i 
to Coast), Jack Decker, Verizon North Inc. and Contel of the South, Inc., M a  Verizon North 

Systems ‘(collectively, Verizon), Long Distance of Michigan, Inc., Michigan Exchange Canius 

Association (MECA), sprint Communications Company L:P. (Sprint), ~ ~ 1 m e t 1 - 0  ACC& T ~ S -  
I 

mission’Services, Inc., Brooks Fiber Cornmukcations of Michigan;Inc., and MCI WorldCom i 
Comunications, Inc., (collectively, WorldCom), and Z-Tet Communications, Inc. (Z-Tel). In 

addition, four customers submitted coqnents by e-mail: AI Aubuchon, Arthur Brood, “Goble,” 

and Gordon‘Malm. i 

. After reviewing those comments, the Commission issued its July 17,2oM) order in Cas? 

No. U-12528, which stated the Commission’s general agncment with four concepts: (1)Existh.g 
I 

local calling areas should be revised. (2) The broader interpretations of Section 304(11) would 

likely have anticompetitive effects. (3) The Commission should commence a contested case 

proceeding to determine how Section 304(11) should be implemented. (4) It is not possible to 

immediately implement revised local calling anas regardless of the interpretations given‘to 

I 

Section 304(11). Fuahcr, the order commenced contested case proceedings in C& No. U-12528 

to address all matter6 necessary to the implementation of the local calling a m  provisions of the 

Act. The Commission also indicated that any provider that believed it was exempt from the pmvi- 
i 

sions of Section 304(11) should file in this docket a statement of the basi’s for its conclusion that it 

is exempt. Persons submitting comments in Case No. U-12515 wcre permitted to participate in the 

new contested case without the need to file a petition to intervene. The Commission encouraged 

the parties to explore fully the possibilities of achieving consensus on some ox all of.the issues. 
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Finally, the Commission committed to read the record to dispense with the h e  necessary for a 

proposal for decision. 

On July 28,2000, a prehearing conference was held before Administrative Law Judge B&,m 

A. Stump (AU). At that time, the ALJ granted without objection petitions to intervene by the 

following parties that had not phcipated in Case No. U-12515: Telecommunications Association 

of Michigan 0, TCG Detroit, MediaOnc Telecommunications of Michigan, Competitive 

' Local'Exchange Carriers Association of Michigan, Inc., BRE Communications, Cortcomm ' 

Michigan, Inc., Peninsula Telephone Comp&y (Peninsula), Nextlink Michigan, KMC Telecom 

Holdings, Inc., KMC Telecom It, Inc., KMC Telecom Inc. (collectively. KMC), AssHation of 

Communications Enterprises, and ICG Telecommunications Group. Inc. On September 18, ZOOO, 

an additional prehearing confermce was held at which the ALJ approved petitions to intervene 

filed by Focal Communications Corporation of Michigan (Focal) and Allegiance Telwm of 

Michigan. Additionally, the Commission Staff (Stm participated in this case.' 

On October 3,2000. Amentech Michigan and Verizon filed motions to s e e  substantial 

podons of the testimony of Attorney General witness Bion C. Ostrandcr. On Octobcr 4,2000. the 

AU granted those motions. On October 11,2000. the Attorney General filed an application for 

leave to appeal the A w ' s  ruling. Amentech Michigan A d  Verizon fded responses on Octobcr 18, 

. .  2000. 

In addition to those parties listed, the Commission received comments from ?homas C. 
DeWard, Mark P. Donaldson, and Phi1 Lewis. The Commission will consider these comments as 
statements pursuant to Rule 207 of the Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure Befon the 
Commission, R 460.17201. 
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On October 4,2000, an evidentiary hearing was conducted, during which the testimony of 15 

witnesses was bound into the record without cross-examination. The record consists of 400 pages 

of transcript and 17 exhibits that wen admitted.’ 

On November 1,2000. the following parties filed briefs: Ameritech Michigan, Verkon, 

Climax,.Peninsula, Coast to Coast, Focal, MECA, ATBtT, ZTel, WorldCom, Sprint, the Attorney 

General, and the Staff. On November 22, 2000, the Commission received reply briefs from the 

following: Ameritech Michigan, Verizon, Climax, MECA, AT&T, Sprint, WorldCom. Focal, 

Mediabe, Coast to Coast,iTel, and the Attorney General. 

&&&tgLocal Calline An as 

The parties generally agree that the most important issue in this proceeding is the definition of 

local calling arcs  and determining the circumstances under which providers must &eat a call as 

local. During the pendency of this case, the parties entered into collaborative sessions in an 

attempt to narrow the contested issues. As a result of those sessions several stipulations signed by 

many, but not all, of the parties have been entercd into evidence in this case. The fint of those 

stipulations relates to this issue, and reflects agreement by Ameritech Michigan, Verizon, ZTel, 

Climax, WorldCom, Peninsula. the Attorney General, and the Staff that: 

~ 

Exhibits related to Mr. Ostrander’s stricken testimony were not admitted @reposed 
Exhibits 1-12. 1-13,1-14,1-15, and 1-16). 

Page 4 
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a. A customer’s local calling a n a  i6 the home exchange’ to which his/hcr local 
access line is assigned as specified in the maps and boundary desniptions of 
the tariffs of the incumbent local exchange providers in the [sltatc of Michigan. 

b. Where Section 304(11) applies, a call to an incumbent local exchange adjacent 
to a customer’s home exchange is a local call and shall be considered a local 
Call. 

c. To the extent that calls to exchanges non-adjacent to a customer’s home 
exchange were local calls and billed as local calls on July 16,2000, such calls 
will continue to be. considered local calls and billed as local calls until further 
order of the Commission. 

. d. Nothing provided in this Stipulation shall compel Ammitech Michigan to 
provide interLATA service prohibited by the federal Telecommunications Act 
of 1996. 

Exhibit S-8,’p. 2; (footnote added). 

These parties further a p e  that nothing in the stipulation should be construed toprevent or 

limit an incumbent or competitive local exchange carria (LEC) from proposing a scope of local 

calliig that exc&ds the provisions enumerated above. .They also state that any change to the loci 

calling area, 0th than those reflected in the quote above, may be.proposed for Commission 

approval in a subsequent proceeding, in which cake, the proposing carrier bears the burden of 

. 

establishing that its proposal complies with the provisions of Section 304(11). 

MECA disagrees with the interpretation that underlies this stipulation and argues that the 

subsection, if interpreted in a manner contnuy to MECA’s position, is void for vaguerms. 

However, MECA asserts that if the Commission determines to go forward with redefining local 

calling mas,  it should do so conservatively, as the stipulation permits. Further, MECA argues that 

for purposes of determining the size of the calling ana, the originating canier should be permitted 

Ameritcch Michigan. and others request that ”home exchange’’ be clarified to mean 
home zone in a District exchange, such as Detroit. 
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to specify the geographic area of its adjacent calling areas, which should consist, at a minimum, of 

the historic geographic boundaries of the adjacent incumbmt LECs' exchanges. It argues that 

adopting this policy would help to prevent unintended consequences of the legislation, that might 

occur when a competitiveLEC determines that the entire state of Michigan should be its home 

exchange. Without adopting the proposed limitations, argues MECA, an adjacent LEC might be. 

put in the position of terminating calls to the entire. state of Michigan as part of.the basic rate for 

local exchange service. Such a result, MECA argues, should be avoided. 

' 

AT&T would have the Commission find that Section 304(1I) applies only to traffic within the 

originating LECs service territory. In other words, if the adjacent exchange to an Ameritech 

Michigan customer is a Verizon exchange, AT&T argues, Section 304(11) is not applicable to the 

call. It states that the Legislature gave no indication that it intended to redefine intercarrim 

boundaries. AT&T argues that a contrazy result will have a negative effect on competitive LECS 

due to the changes in intercarrier compensation. Local call termination has generally been lower 

priced than toll access service, although AT&T states that may not be tme for all providers. 

AT&T further argues that if the Commission finds that Section 3W(11) local calling includes 

calls into adjacent exchanges outside the service territory of the originating canicr, this might 

include rural LECs, which would then need to negotiate interconnection a p m e n t s  with a host of 

competitive LECs. AT&T asserts that the probable result will be to Educe the market's attraction 

to potential competitive LECS. 

AT&T finally argues that the broader definition does not appear consistent with the Legisla- 

ture's amendment of Section 312(4), which states: 

Upon commission review and approval, all providers of toll service shall make 
available to their customem adjacent exchange toll callingplans. All provider8 of 
toll service shall inform thex customers of the available plans. The plans shall 
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V .  
remain in effect under this act until altered by order of the commission. A pvidtr  
of toll service shall implement an optional discount plan for calling to exchanges 
within 20 miles of a customer's home exchange. The plan shall not violate the 
conditions delineated in the commission's order in case numba U-9153, daw 
September26.1989. 

MCL 484.2352(4); MSA 22.1469(312)(4). AT&T argues that to find Section 304(11) applicable 

to eaf& terminating to all adjacent exchanges in the state would rcndcr Section 312(4) nonsensi- 

cal. AT&T argues that if a provider informs its toll customen of the availability of adjacent toll 

service under Section 312(4), and calls to the adjacent exchange neverihelcss BIC carried by a toll 

provider, the customer will be confused. It argues that Section 304(11) should apply to eaffic 

within a LECs serving temtory and Section 312(4) should be held applicable to haf6c between 

two different LECs' territories. 

Ameritech Michigan responds that AT&T's suggestion is not u&asonable and would likely 

ease the burden on small competitive LECs, many of whom have chosen to offer service in the 

tcmtory of either Ameritech Michigan or Vcrizon. Ameritech Michigan &ognizc~ that most of 
-0 

those competitive LEcs would be exempt from the provision, but states that competitive pressure 

for new LECs to meet the service breadth of the incumbent might impair their ability to wmpctc, 

thus raising a barrier to entry. Ameritech Michigan states that AT&T's proposal would also limit 

the amount of intraLATA toll service that is converted to local calling, and would likely simplify 

and shorten the time required for implementation. It states that the proposed modification would 

also reduce some of the well-known historical problems with one-way extended m scrvicc 

(EAS). which, Ameritech Michigan argues, effectively encourages originating cds within the 

exchange for which the call is local.' Ultimately, Ameritech Michigan argues. the Commission 

I ' 0 
l- 

' Since most small incumbent LECs are exempt from S&.m 304(11), their local 
customen in areas without EAS will not have local calling to adjacent exchanges of Ammitech' 
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v .  

I .  

must balance the potential for harm to competition with ihe apparent desire of some customers to. 

expand the scope of local calling. 

The Commission is persuaded chat Exhibit S-8 should be adopted, with the clarification 

requested by Ameritech Michigan and others that the home exchange shall bc understood to mean 

the home zone in a multiple-zone district exchange. The Commission is not &“add that 

modifying the interpretation to exclude calling to exchanges outside of.the sUVice territory of the 

originating provider is consistent with the statutory mandate. It i s  the Comxhissi’an’s duty to ascer- 

tain and give effect to the Legislature’s intent in passing.this amendment It isthe Legislature’s 

prerogative to balance the need for Competition against the desire of customen to have expanded 

local calling areas. It appem‘ to the Commission that viewing the scope of Section 304(11) as 

stipulated above is most consistent with the intent of the Legislam. 

’he  Commission rejects the argument that this interpretation will cause hardship to competi- 

tive LEG as they may be. required to negotiate interconnection agreements with m a n y d  

incumbent LEG. Although competitive LECS may find it necessq to offer expandzd local 

calling in order to compete with incumbents, local call termination may g e n d l y  be obtained 

through a LEC’s tariff, without the need for a negotiated interconnection agreement. 

”%e Commission further rejects the argument that Seaion 304(11) should requk expanded 

local calling only within the originating LECs service territory. Although this interpretation might 

be convellienl €or some LEG, the Commission is not persuaded that it is in keeping with the 

Legislahm’s intent. Historically, EAS has existed between different providers’ local calling mas. 
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w .  . ?he Commission finds it doubtful that the Legislature intended to provide less expanded local 

. calling than available through EAS. 
e 

The Commission rejects MECA's argument that the originating carrier shouldbc permitted to 

define the extended local exchange. Rather, the Commission finds that the partial stipulation 

reasonably resolves issues concerning the minimuni size of the provider's exchange by relying w 

those exchanges "specified in the maps and boundary descriptions of the tariffs of the incumbent 

local exchange providers." Exhibit S-8, p. 2.. 

The Commission finds that generally, LATA boundaries should not pose a limit on the 

nzqukments of Section 304(11). However, the Co&ssion notes that presently AmCritech 

Michigan is not pennitled to transport calls across LATA boundaries. .The Commission finds that 

AmAtech Michigan should use its best efforts to obtain a limited waiver of that rt%tric!ia from 

the Federal Communjcations Commission to the extent that a waiver is necessary for full imple- 

mentation of Section 304(11) consistent with this order. Ameritech Michigan should kecp the 

Staff apprised of these efforts on a monthly basis. Until that waiver is obtained, however. 

Ameritech Michigan may not be required to provide service across LATA boundaries. 

i 

i 

i- 

I 

I 
Finally. the Commission finds that nothing in this order precludes the Commission's continued 

exploration of rate center consolidation within the service territories of individual incumbent 
I 
i .  LECS. 

i -lS 

i MECA argues that the Commission should find that in arcas in which an interexchange carrier 

@rC) now provides the service to complete a call from one calling m a  to a c ~ ~ ~ t i g u o ~ s  exchange. 

that IXC should continue to provide the service. but alter its billing of the call to a local rate. It 

I 

i 
I .  

! 

I 

! 

! 
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argues that nothing in the wording of the new section requires a change in the provider responsible 

for delivering any particular call, only that the billing for certain calls may need to be altered. It 

asserts that all nonexempt providers should be required to make the billing changes necessary to 

implement Section 304(1 l), not merely basic local exchange providers. 

MECA argues that the statutory definitions of “basic local exchange service’’ in 

M U  4842102(b); MSA 22.1469(102)@) and a’tOll service” in MCL 484.2102(ce); 

MSA 22.1469(102)(ee) support its position that the new section does not requk a chmge in 

providers for calls to adjacent exchanges that are beyond the local calling area It argues that such 

calls in areas without EAS must be provided as toll m i c e  (by ECs), although considered to be 

.local for billing purposes. It argues that the hgislahm could have expressly mandated that these 

calls were to be provided by basic local exchange providm. but did not. Momvcr, MJXA 

argues. the most efficient method to implement Section 304(11) is to keep the same pmvidem, 

networks, and call muting, which also avoids the administrative slamming that would occur if the 

Commission were to change the responsible canicr without the customers’ conscnt 

Sprint agrees with MECA that calls crossing a local calling area boundaty into a different 

exchange may still be carried by the ineaLATA toll provider that cumntly carries the 4. 

The Commission finds that the Legislature intended to impose on nonexempt LeCs, not MCs. 

the duty to provide customers with local calling to adjacent exchanges. The Commission finds that 

placement of the expanded local calling requirement in the statutw provisions for basic local 

’ 

exchange is a strong indication of that intent M E A ’ S  argument is based in substantial part on the 

premise that “‘considering” a call local does not make it so. a proposition with which the Commis- 

sion disagrees. The language of Section 304(11) supports the Commission,’s intapretation. The 

. statute provides that a described call is to b e  “considered a local call and shall be billed BS a local 
Y 
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call.” Use of the conjunctive suggests that the Legislature intended more than a mere billing , 

change, as suggested by MECA. Additionally, only those providers licensed to provide basic local 

exchange service arc permitted to carry local calls. Thus, the Commission concludes that 

Section 304(11) imposes a requirement on nonexempt basic local exchange providers. 

New ServiE - 

The parties disagree concerning whether the Legislature intended that the expanded local 

calling dictated by Section 304(11) should create a new service. Amcritech Michigan, VerizOn. 

Climax, Peninsula, WorldCom, and AT&T signed a partial stipulation concerning the applioabity 

of Section 701, MCL 484.2701; MSA 22.1469(701), which prohibits a provider from charging a 

rate for telecommunications service to m,end-user higher than, the rate charged for that savicc on 

May 1,2000. &Exhibit 1-7. h e s e  parties arb that the only permissible interpretation of thc 

statute is that a new service has been created by legislative fiat and that the responsibility for 

pricing of this new service should initially belong to the provider offering it, without the k i t &  

tions that otherwise might apply because of Section 701. The Staff and the Attorney G c n d  do 

not agree that the Legislahue intended tu create a new service not subject to the rate cap in 

Section 701. 

.- 

In support of their position, the &Cs raise various arguments. none of which the Commission 

finds persuasive.” Basic local exchange service is still basic local exchange service, although the 

boundaries of local calling have in some instances been increased. This  does not make the savicc 

’ The Commission notes that the primary impetus for these arguments is the constraint.on 
raising rates found in Section 701. The Commission has been enjoined from enforcing that 
provision by the September 14,2000 decision of United States District Court Judge Paul D. 
Borman in Michinan Bell v John Snand et 4, Case No. OO-CV-73207-DT, and w o n  North a. 

v John Enelq, Case No. 00-CV-73208-DT. 
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. .  I ;'' 

I- ' . new, any more than basic local exchange service is considered new when a new subdivision is 

built and added to the service territory. New benefits do not necessarily render a service new 
' e  
i 
i within the meaning of the Act. For example, digital switch'technology provides significantly 

1 .  enhanced service quality for local senice, but installation of a digital switch docs not transform 

basic local exchange into a new service under the Act. 

Howmer, the Commission agrees with the Staff that to the extent that customers BIC shifted to 

a new access area or rate group for basic local exchange service ,@a result of having a larger local 

calling m a .  current tariff rates that reflect that move shall apply. n e  Commission finds that this 

situation diffus from that in Case No. U-10036, in which Ameritech Michigan sought, Unsuccesc 

fully. to increase rates for certain customezs because of the growth in telephone access link within 

the local calling area. In the present case, the statute increases the geographical area, as weU as the 

quantity of access lines, available for local calling. Moreover, the change has been brought about 

by the Legislature's di;ective rather than the natural growth that might be anticipated in setting 

basic local exchange rates. The Commission finds that it is reasonable and lawful to employ the 

rate groups contained in tariffs already on file to reflect this change. Any additional alteration in 

rates must also comply with.the Act 

+ 

Outional or MandatpLy 

WorldCom argues that the expanded local calling service required by Section 3w(ll) should 

be considered optional rather than mandatory for customers. Its witness, Joseph Dunbar, asserted 

that in order to avoid violating the anti-cramming and anti-slamming provisions of the Act, the 

statute must be read to give customezs,a choice to receive this scrviffi. 

- 
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Ameritcch Mchigan, among others, argues that the expanded local calling service required by 

Section 304(11) is not optional. Ameritech Michigan argues that it is not technically feasible at 

this time to provide an optional expanded local calling area. ZTel argues that CompetitiveLECs 

re I 

may be unable to support dual basic local exchange areas to permit a choice. Moreover, these 

I ' partics argue, there is no violation of the Act's prohibition against slamming or cramming even if 

the service is mandatory. See. Exhibit S-9, Partial Stipulation Regarding SlamminglCramming 

Issue, signed by Climax, Verizon, Z-Tel, Peninsula, An&cch Michigan, the Attorney General, 

and the Staff. 

I 

I 
i 

The Commission finds that expanded local calling is mandated by Scction 304(11). There is 

no language within that provision that supports finding that customcrs should be permitted an 

individual option as to whetherthey desire an expanded local calling area. Moreover, the Com- 

mission finds that a mandatory change in the provision of basic local exchange service does not 

impermissibly switch service providers H;ithout the customer's consent in violation of Section 505 

of the Act, M U  484.2505; USA 22.1469(505), which pmvidcs in part: "An end user of a . 

telecommunications provider shall not be switched to another provider without the authorization of 

the end user.'' The service providers remain the same, only the scope of service has bcen altered 

by the Ad. 

I 
. * 

I 
I 
I 

I 

I 
A related issue concerns whether the Commission's interpretation of Section 3Wll) 

' constitutes impermissible cramming in violation of Section 507 of the Act, M U  484.2507: 
I 

MSA 22.1469(507), which p&vides in part: "A telecommunications provider shall not include or 

add optional services in an end-user's telecommunication service package without the cxprcss oral 

or written authorization of the end-user." Because the Commission fmds that the expanded local 

calling area is not optional, there is no violation of this section. 
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V .  

Billine Adiustma 

This issue relates to whether a retroactive bill adjustment should be macle for calls placed 

between the effective date of the’amendment and the date that expanded local calling is actually 

I 

I 
I 

implemented. AT&T, Climax, Verizon, ZTel, Brooks Fiber, Worldcorn, &&tech Micbigm. 

Peninsula, and the Staff signed a partial stipulation in which they agreed that “no adjustments to 

custo&s’ bills are required for charges collected between the effective date of 2000 PA 295 and 

implementation of the revised local calling provisions pursuant to the Commission’s final order in 

th is  docket” The partial stipulation recites several reasons for this conclusiq. 

First, the parties note that the Commission has already found that it is not possible to 

immediately implement revised local calling areas regardless of the interpretation givm to , 

Section 304(11). Thus, they reason, it would be unreasonable to requite adjustments for failure 

to immediately implement the mandate. Second, be fm it is dete&ned what the provision mans,  

there is no basis upon which to calculate any adjustment. Third, the parties state that charges to 

customers during the interim period have been and will be pUrjuant to lawful tariffs and shouldkc 

permined to stand. Fourth, the parties note that, in many instances, the intraL.ATA toll. provider 

differs from the basic local exchange provider and that.retroactive billing adjustments would bc 

impossible to implement and might result in one provider charging for a call it did not carry, while 

the other provider refunds all that was charged for the service it actually provided, neither of which 

is appropriate. 

- 

* 
1 

Jack Decker argues that the Commission should order retroactive bill adjustments or dkct 

refunds to mtepaym. He states that Section 304(11) was part of a bill that was’ givm immediate 

effect.’To give meaning to that immediate effect, he argues. refunds ak necessary. 

‘ 0  
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I 
The Commission finds that no retroactive billing adjustments are necessary. The Lcgislarun 

did not intend for the impossible to occur. The Commission previously found that implementation 
I 

of this subsection could not be immediate. Given the differing providers of local and toll service, 

and the myriad permutations of whether a call should be considered local, the Commission concurs 

that it would not be reasonable to begin billing thwe calls as local until the necessary tasks for 

implementation have been completed and the expanded local calling has begun. 

! I 
i 

-. 

The Commission, however, nota that it do- not agree that extended local calling required by 

the subsection should or could result in an increased rate like that dacribcd as possible fdr 

Ameritech Michigan. A portion of the second paragraph of this stipulation reads. 

. 

. .  

For example, Amentech’s Call Plan 400 Extended service allows for 400 local 
calls and has an extended local calling ~ f t a  similar to the scope of local calling 
proposed in this case. (See. Ameritech Tariff 20R, Part 4, Scction 2,11* Revised 
Sheet No. 3.) This service is offered at a monthly rate of $31.55 throughout the 
state. On the other hand, Call Plan 400 allows for up to 400 local calls based on, 
standard local calling m. This service is offcrcd at a monthly rate of $12.01 to 
$13.96, depending upon the customer’s location. Thus; retroactive billing adjust- 
me& for a Call Plan 400 customer could result m a retroactive increase of $17 to 
$19 more per month per line on the local calling bill. 

Exhibit S-lO.p2. 

To tbe extent that Ame5tech Michigan might believe that extended local calling would 

effectively place all or a substantial portion of its customers on Call Plan 400 Extended service, 

with its significantly higher rate, the Commssion expressly disagrees with that position. That plan 

is optional and has no relationship to the local calling mandated by Section 304(11). 

, 

b 
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pmmmier Comuensatiqn 

a. Foreign Exchange and Internet Service Provider Traffic 
r i  
! 

Ameritech raised issues concerning intercanik compensation for foreign exchange (px) 

service and calls to Internet service providers (ISPs). Several parties responded by arguing that 

thesc issues weF not within the scopc of this proceeding or that the Commission should merely 

i I 
I 

I 
I 

reaffirm its p.nor statements. In its reply brief. Ameritech Michigan concedes that the issues I 
I 

i 
I 

should be addressed outside of this case. The Commission agrees that intcrcilnier compensation 

for FX service and calls to ISPs is not within the scope of this case. Until a contrary Commission 

dct&nstion is issued, the prior holdings remain in effect. 

I 

I 
b. ExemptedCaniera 

I 
MECA argues that an exemption from the provisions of Section 304(11) should.also mean that 

14 

i 

I 

I 

i 
I 

the exempt company may continue to receive toll access charges for terminating calls from another . 

provider's taritory, even if the call is now considered local pursuant to the Act The Coqmission 

disagnes. Ln the Commission's view, exemption from Section 304(11) merely exempts the com- 

pany from providing an extended local calling area required unda that section. It does not pe&t 

the company to reclassify a local call as toll when it comes from a nonexempt provider. Therefore, 

I 

payment for terminating a local call should be at the exempt company's local call termination rate. 

In its ordcr commencing this case, the Commission directed that any provider that believes it is 

exempt from the requirement to comply with Section 304(11) should file a statement of the basis 

for its conclusion that il is exempt. Statements were filed by ZTel, KMC. AT&T, Borderland 

i 

I 

i 
' 

Communications, Lu7, Bilan Communications, hc;, Focal. WorldCom. Peninsula, and TAM on i o  
L 
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0 

i 

I 

I 

I 

, 
I 

I 

I 
i 
I 

i 

bchalf of 35 of its member companies. Ameritech Michigan filed a response challengingthe 

statement filed by WorldCom. 

The Commission will not rule on whether the companies that filed statements in this case arc 

in fact exempt from the provisions of Sections 304 and 310(2), MCL 484.2310(2); 

MSA 22.1469(310)(2), in the present case. Any company desiring to obtain a Commission order 

confirming its exemption should file an application for that purpose. The Co&ssiw notes &at 

its October 6,2000 order in Case No. U-12582 granted exemptions for 35 of TAM’S 36 member 

companies. In that case, each company submitted an affidavit verifying that its operations satisfy 

the conditions required for granting BTI exemption pursuant to Section 304(10).’ The Commission 

granted the exemptions for as long as each company’s operations continue to mmply with the 

conditions set forth in the Act. 

ha dcmentatjanScheduk 

The Commission accepts the parties’ genad agreement that an implementation schedule is 

best proposed by the affected parties following the issuance of this order defining the parameters 

that must be met. However, the Commission is also cognizant that implementation mustbc 

prompt to give effect to the Legislative intent. Therefox, each nonexempt provider shall. within 

30 days of this order, file in Case No. U-12528 proposed specific work plans and schedules for 

implementation that exhibit the company’s commitment to expeditiously implement the required 

expanded local calling mas. Panies may file comments or objections to those plans within ’ 

10 days after the plans am filed. 
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p a v e  to A m 4  

On October 11.2000. the Attorney General filed an application for leave to appeal the AU's 

ruling that granted in full motions by Ameritech Michigan and Verizon to shike significant pr- 

tions of Bion C. Ostrander's testimony. The Attorney General argues that the stricken testimony 

was well within the scope of the proceedings as established by the Commission and that the 

rebuttal testimony was responsive to the positions of Ameritech Michigan and Verizon witnesses. 

Moreover. the Attorney General argues, the AU's ruling has inadvertently lefi the record with a 

' 

one-sided view of the need for increased rates. In her eew, affirming the AU's ruling si@- 

candy coApromises *e interests of most Michigan telccommunication customers. 

. 

On October 18,2000, Ameritech Michigan and Verizon filed responses to the application for 

leave to appeal. in which they argue that the AU properly struck the testimony as being outside the 

scope of this case and improperly relying on rate of return regulation, despite the fact that the era 

of such regulation has passed. 

The Commission finds that the application for leave to appeal should be denied. The Commis- 

sion has not entertained any h e  changes in this docket and specific rate changes have not been 

proposed. The only alteration pcdtted in chargcs to customasis that related to a change in Ate 

groups based on the expanded local calling required by statute. In the July 7,2000 order in Case , 

No. U-12515, the Commission requested comments on the expected effect of Seaion 304(11) on 

the revenues of providm of local exchange service and how that dfcct might change with 

different interpretgions of the statutory iangukge. It was not an invitation to begin a rate case or to 

appmve altered rates. The ALI reached the appropriate conclusion with regard to Mr. Oshander's 

testimony. 

. .  
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closure of Case No. U-125u 

Case No. U-12515 was the Commission's initial request for comments before determining 
I 

i 

I 
! 
I 
I 

that a contested case was a more appropriate method for resolving the proposed issues. Then is 

no purpose for continuing Case No. U-12515, and it should be closed without further Commission 
I 

. action. 

The Commission FINDS that 

a Jurisdiction is pursuant to 1991 PA 179, as amended, MCL.484.2101 et scq.; 

MSA 22.1469(101) et sq.; 1969 PA 306. as amended, MCL 24.201 et s@.; MSA 3.560(101) 

et seq.; and the Commission's Rules of Practice and Roceduk. as amended, 1992 AACS. 

R 460.17101 et stq. 

b. ' The provision for upandcd local calling in Section 304(11) of the Act should be imple' 

**, rnentcd in conformity with the fmdings in this order. 

c. The application for leave to appcal filed by the Attorney General should be denied. 

d. Cast NO. U-12515 Should be c l o d  

e. Each nonexempt provider shall file in Case No. U-12528 specific work plans and 

schedules for implementing Section 304(11) as expeditiously 8s possible. 

THEREFORE, JT IS ORDERED that 

A. Implementation of expanded local call& ~ ~ e a s  required by M U  484.W11);  

MSA 22.1469(304)(11) shall conform to the findings in this order. 

B. The Administrative Law Judge's ruling striking portions of Bion C. Ostrandds testimony 

is &id. I 

e C. ~ a s e N o .  ~ - 1 ~ 1 5  isclosed. 
b 
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D. Within 30 days, each nonexempt provider shall file in Case No. U-12528 specific work 

plans with proposed schedules for implementing MCL 484.2304(11); MSA 22.1469(304)(11) as 

expeditiously as possible. Parties may file objections or comments on those plans and schedules 

within 10 days. 

r' 
i I 

The Commission reserves jurisdiction' and may issue further orders as necessary. 

Any party desiring to appeal this order must do so in the appropriate court within 30 days after . , 

issuance and notice of this order, putwant to M U  462.26; MSA 22.45. 

MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVE6 CDhkMlSSION 

Id Laura ChaDbelle 
chairman 

(SEAL) 

IslDavid A. Svanda 
Commissioner 

[d Robai B . Nelson 
commissioner 

By its action of February 5,2001. 

W Don-an 
Its Executive scnctary 
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